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Abstract

Rapid social, technological and cultural changes have brought along drastic changes in
education, as well. Changing educational paradigms have required revising students’ attitudes
towards learning, which determine learning abilities and willingness. Within this context, it has
been aimed, with this study, to analyse university students’ attitudes towards learning in the
context of success orientation and social learning setting. In line with this aim, with a view to
collecting data, Personal Information Form, Scale of Attitude towards Learning (SAtL) and
Success Orientation Scale (SOS) were used in this study, which was designed in the relational
screening model. The research sample comprises 221 university students studying a state
university during 2020-21 academic year. In conclusion, a strong positive correlation has been
found between university students’ attitudes towards learning and success orientations. It has
been seen that university students’ attitudes towards learning predict their success orientations
to a considerable extent. This study has set forth that university students care about learning
and have positive attitudes towards learning. This study has revealed that university students
have a strong learning orientation and show performance in this respect. Students think that
their teachers have the most influence on their learning process.

Keywords: Attitude towards Learning, Success Orientation, Social Learning Setting,
University Student.

1. Introduction

Education, which is the process in which individuals acquire many facts and behaviours in
different areas of life and obtain knowledge in all areas of life, is not only an activity consisting
of cognitive processes, but a complex concept that includes psychomotor and affective areas.
Education is an activity that covers the understanding, attitude, behaviour and thought of the
individual affecting the past and future life, and that accustoms the new generations to the
society with such characteristics, and aims to ensure that individuals acquire new skills,
understanding, attitudes and behaviours (Biger, 2019; Karsli, 2003; Kaya, 2017).

Rapid social, technological and cultural changes have brought along drastic changes in
education, as well. Global developments, pandemic process starting in line with the outbreak
of COVID-19 disease and social needs changing on a daily basis continue impacting education
methods and learning settings (Saltiirk & Giingor, 2020). It is not possible to state that the
knowledge acquired by individuals at school suffices to keep up with such rapid changes,
which compels individuals to acquire lifelong learning skills that will keep them active in life.
As a matter of fact, lifelong learning skills were identified by the European Commission as
“Literacy”, “Multilingualism”, “Numerical, scientific and digital and technology-based
competences”, “the ability to adopt new competences, “active citizenship”, “entrepreneurship”,
“cultural awareness and expression” (Konakman & Yelken, 2014). Naturally, education is seen
as the main actor in the acquisition of these competences. Students and teachers should be
active as the main components of the education system so that an effective learning is achieved.
However, effective learning can be possible primarily through an accurate identification and
understanding of the nature of learning.
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The concept of learning does not have a universally recognised definition by researchers,
theoreticians and practitioners (Schunk, 2009). Domjan (2004, p.6) defines learning as the
permanent change of a behaviour as a result of experience with environmental factors. Another
definition was made by Ozden (2003, p.21), who described learning as the change of
perception, thought and behaviour as a result of the individual’s interaction with the
environment. Learning is a permanent change of behaviour occurring as a result of individuals’
interactions with their environments to a certain extent. Discovering the most effective way of
learning for learners is one of the main goals of the education studies. Therefore, some factors,
which are believed to be effective in the learning process such as attitude, have become the
subject of studies of the researchers (Akyol & Fer, 2010; Marton & Saljo, 1997; Ozden, 2008).

Seen as an important predictor of human behaviours (Anderson, 1988), attitude, in a broad
sense, means an individual’s mental preparedness for or taking a particular stand against a
certain object or person (Allport, 1935). Availability of numerous studies evidencing positive
correlation between students’ success and their attitudes towards learning has led many
countries to adopt, in their education programmes, the strategy of developing students’ attitudes
towards learning as an important goal (Mullis, Martin, Goh & Cotter, 2016). Positive attitudes
towards learning stimulate stronger desire to participate in the learning process (Marton &
Saljo, 1997). Students’ attitudes towards learning determine their ability and desire to learn. If
negative attitudes do not change, students do not likely to continue their education beyond
necessary. Changing students’ negative attitudes towards learning is a process that includes
determining the factor driving the attitude and using this information to create a change. There
are many factors that cause students to develop positive or negative attitudes towards learning.
Considering these factors in developing and maintaining positive attitudes toward learning and
in increasing the learning quality has a great deal of impact in planning education programmes
and learning activities based thereon. An education system to be organised in consideration of
these factors will bring along quality, which will lead to formation of individuals that strive for
participating in learning as well as enjoying learning.

In Today’s world, the expectation from education of all segments has been increasing day
by day. Not only being the key to development and human capital, education affects every
aspect of human life, from individual and social development to socialisation. For the purposes
of fulfillment of such expectations, the teachers should take place in the educational institutions
because they enjoy teaching, learning and guiding students in this respect, not because they
aim to serve a routine. Additionally, teachers should be facilitators of learning rather than
making it difficult. The way to achieve this is through teachers who aim to learn and have
positive attitudes in this sense. Measuring attitudes and knowing the degree of an attitude of
people about a relevant object or situation are desirable in many areas because attitudes
significantly affect human behaviours (Kan & Akbas, 2005). In this sense, it is very important,
during their pre-service education, to identify the attitudes of the teachers, especially who will
help students develop positive attitudes towards learning and maintain this development,
determine the current situation and understand their potential in relation to guiding students
and setting an example to them.

The success orientations approach began with the studies of Dweck (1986), Nicholls (1984),
Ames (1984) and Maehr (1983) examining the characteristics that the individuals who want to
achieve their success goals should have. Success orientations do not only involve individuals’
goal of pursuing achievement tasks, but also reflect a certain standard that people take as
criteria when evaluating their success in achieving a goal (Ames, 1992). Success orientations
have been conceptualised in different ways by different theoreticians. Elliot (1999) and Pintrich
(2000) conceptualised them within the framework of learning and performance orientation sub-
dimensions based on the purpose of the individual to internalize knowledge or to fulfil the
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performance expectations of the individual. According to this approach, success goals are
explained by the learner’s determination of his/her own performance standard. These standards
can be precise (based on the task's own requirements), internal (based on the individual’s past
attainment or maximum potential attainment) or normative (based on others’ performance)
(Elliot, 1999; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). In addition, success orientations arise from a personal
orientation towards a competence (mastery or performance) and a relationship toward success
(approach or avoidance). Success orientation model has been recently considered as a 2x2
framework that covers learning-approach, learning-avoidance, performance-approach, and
performance-avoidance dimensions (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). In this context, in order to
organise the success goal literature, both Elliot and Pintrich proposed an overarching
framework that classifies learning and performance goals with their approach and avoidance
versions (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Pintrich, 2000).

The factors motivating students have been a frequently emphasised issue in the field of
educational sciences. As a matter of fact, the research studies show that this issue does not stem
from only one factor. Within this context, the theory of success goals draws an important
framework for determining, maintaining, and increasing the quality of the elements that
motivate students. Studies in the literature have provided an important perspective on the nature
of success orientation, its correlation with similar variables, and how it affects learning and
performance (Zweig & Webster, 2004). Studies in the literature have proved that learning
orientation is positively correlated with many compatible variables such as perceived ability,
using deep cognitive strategies, interest in the task, attributing success to individual effort, and
perseverance in the face of difficult situations (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Meece,
Blumfeld, & Hoyle, 1988; Nicholls et al., 1985; Pintrich, 2000) while it is negatively correlated
with the use of self-inhibiting strategies and inability (Midgley & Urdan, 2001). Koestner and
Zuckerman (1994) stated that performance-oriented students make self-destructive attributions
and excessive self-criticism. According to these students, the best achievement is being able to
fulfill the learning tasks that others fail, or accomplish a task with minimal effort (Lemyre,
Roberts, & Ommundsen, 2002). Performance orientation, on the other hand, reflects
characteristics such as students’ emphasis on social comparison, conducting their studies by
referring to others and trying to do better than others, trying to seem more intelligent and
talented, and avoidance from seeming incapable (Nichols, Jones, & Hancock, 2003). This
orientation has been found to be positively associated with incompatible variables such as
inability to make the necessary effort for learning, using superficial cognitive strategies,
avoiding help-seeking behaviour, negative emotions and attributing failure to incapability
(Meece et al., 1988).

Being in constant motion and transformation, education paradigms have caused students'
attitudes towards learning and success goals to change in the process and to be shaped
according to new needs. The two variables subject to the study are open to the effect of social
learning environments, and the study examining the relevant variables in this context was not
found at the time of this research. Within this context, it has been aimed to analyse university
students’ attitudes towards learning in the context of success orientation and social learning
setting. In line with this aim, answers to below research questions were sought:

1. What are the university students’ attitudes towards learning?
2. What are the university students’ success orientations?
3. Do the university students’ attitudes towards learning and success orientations

a. differ by the variable of “students’ individual characteristics (gender, age, faculty,
department, general point average, self-evaluated success)”?
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b. differ by the variable of “social learning setting (influential people in the learning process,
period when the desire to learn is the strongest, budget allocated for education, frequency of
going to library, students’ opinions on the educational opportunities offered by the university,
the city they live in and their parents, the participation status in personal/vocational
education)”?

4. Is there a statistically significant correlation between university students’ attitudes
towards learning and their success orientations?

5. To what extent do university students' attitudes toward learning predict their success
orientation?

2. Methodology
2.1. Research Design

Analysing university students’ attitudes towards learning in the context of success
orientation and social learning setting is of importance in terms of foreseeing their learning
setting and future academic achievements. In this study, relational screening model has been
used to identify the correlation between university students’ attitudes towards learning and
success orientation as well as social learning setting. Relational screening model is a research
model that aims to determine whether there is a change between two or more variables and the
degree of change (Karasar, 2013) Before the research, the authorization of Sub-Committee of
Ethics for Social Sciences in Afyon Kocatepe University was sought and granted (Decision:
27.04.2020/66).

2.2. Sample

The research sample was determined by convenience sampling. A total of 221 students,109
students from Sandikli School of Applied Disciplines (SUBYO) and 112 students from
Education Faculty in Afyon Kocatepe University, participated in the research study voluntarily.
The data collection process was supported by the academic staff and took four weeks.

Examining the sample in terms of demographic characteristics, it was found out that the
majority was female (77.4%); the rate of those being 20 years old is (25.3%); the rate of those
studying in the education faculty is (50.7%); the rate of those studying in Child Development
is (26.2%); the rate of those whose general point average is between 2,50 and 2,99 was (43%);
the rate of the students perceiving themselves as moderately successful is (40.3%).

Examining the sample in terms of social learning setting, it has been established that the
rate of those feeling the strongest desire to learn during university education is (31.2%); the
rate of those spending 100 Turkish Liras and less on educational activities per month is (44.84);
and the rate of those going to university library occasionally is (%48,4). While the rate of those
finding the learning opportunities/learning setting offered by the university partially
satisfactory is (33.9%), the rate of those finding the learning opportunities/learning setting
offered by the city they live in partially satisfactory is (24.4%), and the rate of those finding
the learning opportunities/learning setting offered by their parents substantially satisfactory is
(38.0%). On the other hand, the rate of participants in any course, in the sample, for their
personal/vocational development has been found to be (51.1%).

Examining the rates and frequency distribution of the participants’ opinions on the most
influential person in their learning processes, it has been identified that the rate of those
thinking that the most influential person in their learning processes is their teachers is (79.6%),
which is respectively followed by their mothers (62.4%) and friends (59.7%). Participants’
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stating that their friends are more influential than their fathers (43%) in their learning processes
is noteworthy.

2.3. Data Collection Tools

Personal Information Form, prepared by the researchers to collect university students’
demographic information as well as information related to their learning setting, Scale of
Attitude towards Learning (SAtL), developed by Cetin & Cetin (2019) to identify participants’
attitudes towards learning, and Success Orientation Scale (SOS), developed by Midgley et al.
(1998) and adapted to Turkish by Akin & Cetin (2007) to identify success orientations, were
used. Information related to the applied assessment tools have been provided below.

2.3.1. Personal Information Form

Personal Information Form, which was prepared by the Researchers, include questions
formed to obtain information related to participants’ gender, age, educational background,
learning settings and habits.

2.3.2. Scale of Attitude towards Learning

As a result of all the validity and reliability analyses, there are 34 items in the SAtL. 25 of
the items in the scale are positive while 9 of them are negative. The scale, prepared as a five-
point Likert type scale, includes "Strongly Agree", "Agree", "Partially Agree", “Disagree" and
“Strongly Disagree” as grades. The highest attitude score that can be obtained from the scale
is 170 while the lowest attitude score is 34. 9 negative items in the scale are scored in reverse.
According to CFA results, the scale’s model fit to data is on an an acceptable level.
(RMSEA=.068; y2/df=1.9; SRMR=76; NFI=.94; NNFI=.97; IFI=97; CFI=.97; RFI=.94). The
Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency coefficient for the scale has been identified as 0.94 for
the overall scale, .92 for the I. Sub-factor, .86 for the Il. Sub-factor, and .84 for the Ill. Sub-
factor (Cetin & Cetin, 2019). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients have been identified as .92 for
Effort for learning sub-scale, .90 for Care about learning sub-scale, .74 for Avoidance from
Learning subscale and .89 for the overall scale in this study.

2.3.3. Success Orientation Scale

Turkish form of SOS includes 17 items and 3 sub-dimensions. Therefore, the highest score
that can be obtained from this five-point Likert-type scale is 85 while the lowest is 17. The
scale, prepared as a five-point Likert type scale, includes "Strongly Agree", "Agree", "Partially
Agree", “Disagree" and “Strongly Disagree” as grades. The high score obtained from each
sub-dimension of the scale without reverse items indicates that the individual has the relevant
success orientation. The Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency reliability coefficients were
identified as .77 for Learning Orientation, .79 for Performance Approach Goal Orientation and
.78 for Performance Avoidance Goal Orientation (Akin & Cetin, 2007). The Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients have been identified as .88 for Learning orientation sub scale, .88 for Performance
approach orientation sub-scale, .87 for Performance Avoidance Orientation and .84 for the
overall scale in this study.

2.4. Data Analyses

The data have been analysed with IBM SPSS statistical software (version 21) and worked
with 95% CI. Since kurtosis and skewness values obtained from the scales fall in the range of
+3 and -3, it has been accepted that the data are normally distributed (De Carlo, 1997;
Groeneveld & Meeden, 1984; Hopkins & Weeks, 1990; Moors, 1986) and parametric test
techniques have been used. Within this scope, variation of the scores obtained from the scales
according to demographic variables was analysed by t test and ANOVA test, which were two
of the parametric test techniques. The correlation between the scores were identified with

1779




Giingor

Pearson correlation test and regression test was used for identification of the impacts among
the scores. The normality assumption was met, and the entered model of multiple linear
regression was used as the regression model. To avoid multicollinearity, the criterion of
tolerance values greater than .10 and VIF values less than 10 were examined.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics on the Scales and Their Sub-Dimensions

n  Minimum Maximum Average sd Skewness Kurtosis

SAtL
Effort for learning 221 1,42 4,79 3,64 0,69 -561 ,173
Care about learning 221 2,13 5,00 4,39 0,67 -1,142 ,530
Avoidancefrom 51 171 457 392 063 -1466 1901
Learning
SAtL 221 2,40 4,74 3,98 055 -,748 -,458
SOS
Learning Orientation 221 1,33 5,00 3,91 0,80 -523 -,403
Performance 51 100 500 356 095 -435  -473
Approach Orientation
Performance
Avoidance 221 1,00 4,60 2,22 0,92 511 -,547
Orientation
SOS 221 111 4,53 3,23 059 -172 791

According to Table 1, the fact that SAtL (3,92) and Care about Learning sub-dimension
have the highest average (4,39) shows that university students care about learning and have a
positive attitude towards learning.

Again, according to Table 1, Learning Orientation sub-dimension has the highest average
(3,91) based on the scores obtained from SOS and sub-dimensions, which supports university
students’ attitude towards learning and knowledge. Additionally, average item score of
Performance Approach Orientation sub-dimension (3,92) can be considered as a sign that
university students show positive orientation towards learning.

3. Findings

3.1. Findings Regarding the Variations in The Scores Obtained from the Scales
According to Demographic Characteristics

3.1.1. Gender

Examining the results of t test (*p<0,05), carried out to analyse Attitude towards Learning,
Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of gender, the following has been
found out: Effort for Learning (t=1,411,p=0,16), Care about Learning (t=1,766,p=0,079),
Avoidance from Learning (t=1,08,p=0,281), SAtL (t=1,726,p=0,086), Learning Orientation
(t=1,774,p=0,077), Performance Approach Orientation (t=0,591,p=0,555), Performance
Avoidance Orientation (t=-0,156,p=,876), SOS (t=1,044,p=,298).

Between female and male participants, there are not any statistically significant
discrepancies (p>0.05) in terms of Attitude towards Learning and its sub-dimensions as well
as in terms of Success Orientations and its sub-dimensions.

3.1.2. Age

Examining the results of ANOVA test (*p<0,05), carried out to analyse Attitude towards
Learning, Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of age, the following has
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been found out: Effort for Learning (F=2,703,p=,015*), Care about Learning,
(F=1,865,p=0,088), Avoidance from Learning (F=2,276,p=,038*), SAtL (F=2,041,p=0,062),
Learning  Orientation  (F=2,632,p=,018*),  Performance  Approach  Orientation
(F=1,818,p=0,097), Performance Avoidance Orientation (F=3,581,p=,002*), SOS
(F=3,34,p=,004%).

Among different age groups: there are statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in
terms of Efforts for Learning. Accordingly, while the average of those being 23 years old
(X=3,98) is the highest, the average of those being 19 years old is the lowest (X=3,44). There
are statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of Avoidance from Learning.
Accordingly, while the average of those in 24-28 age group is the highest (X=4,10), the average
of those being 22 years old is the lowest (X=3,61).

Among different age groups: There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of
Learning Orientation (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those being 23 years old is
the highest (X=4,30), the average of those being 19 years old is the lowest (X=3,64). There are
statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of Performance Avoidance Orientation.
Accordingly, while the average of those being 22 years old is the highest (X=2,69), the average
of those being 19 years old is the lowest (X=2,09). There are statistically significant
discrepancies in terms of Success Orientations (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of
those being 22 years old is the highest (X=3,43), the average of those being 19 years old is the
lowest (X=3,03).

3.1.3. Faculty/School of Education

Examining the results of t test (*p<0,05), carried out to analyse Attitude towards Learning,
Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of faculty/school of education, the
following has been found out: Effort for Learning (t=1,398,p=0,164), Care about Learning
(t=1,549,p=0,123), Avoidance from Learning (t=0,79,p=0,431), SAtL (t=1,519,p=0,13),
Learning Orientation (t=0,955,p=0,34), Performance Approach Orientation (t=2,85,p=005%*),
Performance Avoidance Orientation (t=-0,755,p=,0,451), SOS (t=1,486,p=,0,139).

Among those studying in Education Faculty and SUBYO: There are not any statistically
significant discrepancies in terms of Attitude towards Learning and its sub-dimensions
(p>0,05). There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Performance Approach
Orientation (p<0,05). Accordingly, the average of those studying in the education faculty
(X=3,74) is the highest.

3.1.4. Department of Education

Examining the results of ANOVA test (*p<0,05), carried out to analyse Attitude towards
Learning, Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of department of education,
the following has been found out: Effort for Learning (F=1,636,p=,0,152), Care about
Learning, (F=3,52,p=004*), Avoidance from Learning (F=4,649,p=,000%), SAtL
(F=3,969,p=002%*), Learning Orientation (F=0,51,p=,0,769*), Performance Approach
Orientation (F=1,983,p=0,082), Performance Avoidance Orientation (F=3,119,p=,010%*), SOS
(F=1,622,p=,0,155).

Among those from different departments of education: There are statistically significant
discrepancies in terms of Care about Learning (p<0,05). Accordingly, the average of those
studying Preschool Teaching is the highest (X=4,81) while the average of those studying Social
Sciences Teaching is the lowest (X=4,12). There are statistically significant discrepancies
(p<0,05) in terms of Avoidance from Learning. Accordingly, the average of those studying
Turkish Language Teaching is the highest (X=4,17) while the average of those studying Social
Sciences Teaching is the lowest (X=3,54). There are statistically significant discrepancies in
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terms of Attitude towards Learning (p<0,05). Accordingly, the average of those studying
Preschool Teaching is the highest (X=4,28) while the average of those studying Social Sciences
Teaching is the lowest (X=3,73).

There are statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of Performance Avoidance
Orientation among those from different departments of education. Accordingly, the average of
those studying Social Sciences Teaching is the highest (X=2,58) while the average of those
studying Primary School Teaching is the lowest (X=1,78).

3.1.5. General Point Average

Examining the results of ANOVA test (*p<0,05), carried out to analyse Attitude towards
Learning, Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of general point average,
the following has been found out: Effort for Learning (F=3,051,p=,029*), Care about Learning,
(F=0,805,p=0,492*), Avoidance from Learning (F=1,218,p=,0,304), SAtL (F=1,963,p=0,121),
Learning  Orientation  (F=4,502,p=,004*), Performance  Approach  Orientation
(F=0,902,p=0,441), Performance Avoidance Orientation (F=3,706,p=,012*), SOS
(F=2,106,p=,0,1).

Among the groups with different general point averages: There are statistically significant
discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of Efforts for Learning. Accordingly, the average of those
whose general point average is between 3,50 and 4,00 is the highest (X=3,89) while the average
of those whose general point average is between 1,00 and 2,49 is the lowest (X=3,39). There
are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Learning Orientation (p<0,05).
Accordingly, the average of those whose general point average is between 3,50 and 4,00 is the
highest (X=4,15) while the average of those whose general point average is between 1,00 and
2,49 is the lowest (X=3,50). There are statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms
of Performance Avoidance Orientation. Accordingly, the average of those whose general point
average is between 1,00 and 2,49 is the highest (X=2,44) while the average of those whose
general point average is between 3,00 and 3,49 is the lowest (X=1,92).

3.1.6. Self-Evaluation of Academic Achievement

Examining the results of ANOVA test (*p<0,05), carried out to analyse Attitude towards
Learning, Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of self-evaluation of
academic achievement, the following has been found out: Effort for Learning
(F=3,582,p=,015*), Care about Learning, (F=1,266,p=0,287), Avoidance from Learning
(F=0,236,p=,0,871), SAtL (F=1,514,p=0,212), Learning Orientation (F=6,646,p=,000%),
Performance Approach Orientation (F=4,2,p=006*), Performance Avoidance Orientation
(F=0,244,p=,0,865%), SOS (F=4,236,p=,006%).

Among groups with different self-evaluations of academic achievement: There are
statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of Efforts for Learning. Accordingly,
while the average of those evaluating themselves as successful (X=3,78) is the highest, the
average of those evaluating themselves as very unsuccessful or unsuccessful (X=3,24) is the
lowest.

Among groups with different self-evaluations of academic achievement: There are
statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Learning Orientation (p<0,05). Accordingly,
while the average of those evaluating themselves as successful (X=4,11) is the highest, the
average of those evaluating themselves as very unsuccessful or unsuccessful (X=3,25) is the
lowest. There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Performance Approach
Orientation (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those evaluating themselves as
successful (X=3,82) is the highest, the average of those evaluating themselves as moderately
successful (X=3,33) is the lowest. There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of
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Success Orientations (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those evaluating themselves
as successful (X=3,39) is the highest, the average of those evaluating themselves as very
unsuccessful or unsuccessful (X=3,00) is the lowest.

3.2. Findings Regarding the Variations in The Scores Obtained from the Scales
According to Social Learning Setting

3.2.1. Period When Desire to Learn Is the Strongest

Examining the results of ANOVA test (*p<0,05), carried out to analyse Attitude towards
Learning, Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of period when desire to
learn is the strongest, the following has been found out: Effort for Learning
(F=4,216,p=,003*), Care about Learning, (F=4,505,p=002%*), Avoidance from Learning
(F=4,174,p=,003*), SAtL (F=5,606,p=000*), Learning Orientation (F=5,016,p=,001%),
Performance Approach Orientation (F=0,804,p=0,524), Performance Avoidance Orientation
(F=1,45,p=,0,219%), SOS (F=1,621,p=,0,17).

Among the groups who felt the strongest desire to learn in different periods: There are
statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of Efforts for Learning. Accordingly,
the average of those who feel strong desire to learn at all times is the highest (X=3,89) while
the average of those who felt the desire to learn the strongest in the primary education period
is the lowest (X=3,48). There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Care about
Learning (p<0,05). Accordingly, the average of those who feel strong desire to learn at all
times is (X=4,64) the highest while the average of those who felt the desire to learn the
strongest in the primary education period is the lowest (X=4,16). There are statistically
significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of Avoidance from Learning. Accordingly, the
average of those who feel strong desire to learn at all times is (X=4,11) the highest while the
average of those who felt the desire to learn the strongest in the primary education period is the
lowest (X=3,56). There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Attitude towards
Learning (p<0,05). Accordingly, the average of those who feel strong desire to learn at all
times is (X=4,21) the highest while the average of those who felt the desire to learn the
strongest in the secondary education period is the lowest (X=3,86).

There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Learning Orientation among the
groups who felt the strongest desire to learn in different periods (p<0,05). Accordingly, the
average of those who feel the desire to learn strongest during university education is (X=4,09)
the highest while the average of those who felt the desire to learn the strongest in the primary
education period is the lowest (X=3,63).

3.2.2. Monthly Budget Allocated for Educational Activities

Examining the results of ANOVA test (*p<0,05), carried out to analyse Attitude towards
Learning, Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of monthly budget allocated
for educational activities, the following has been found out: Effort for Learning
(F=4,03,p=,008*), Care about Learning, (F=4,946,p0=002*), Avoidance from Learning
(F=3,741,p=,012*), SAtL (F=5,104,p=002*), Learning Orientation (F=4,438,p=,005%),
Performance Approach Orientation (F=0,77,p=0,512), Performance Avoidance Orientation
(F=1,941,p=,0,124), SOS (F=3,366,p=,019%).

Among the groups with different monthly budget allocated for educational activities: There
are statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of Efforts for Learning.
Accordingly, while the average of those spending 101-200 Turkish Liras per month is the
highest (X=3,77), the average of those who do not spend this amount of money is the lowest
(X=3,08). There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Care about Learning
(p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those spending 101-200 Turkish Liras per month
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is the highest (X=4,55), the average of those who do not spend this amount of money is the
lowest (X=4,00). There are statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of
Avoidance from Learning. Accordingly, while the average of those spending 100 Turkish Liras
and less per month is the highest (X=4,02), the average of those who do not spend this amount
of money is the lowest (X=3,58). There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of
Attitude towards Learning (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those spending 101-
200 Turkish Liras per month is the highest (X=4,09), the average of those who do not spend
this amount of money is the lowest (X=3,55).

Among the groups with different monthly budget allocated for educational activities: There
are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Learning Orientation (p<0,05).
Accordingly, while the average of those spending 101-200 Turkish Liras per month is the
highest (X=4,07), the average of those who do not spend this amount of money is the lowest
(X=3,32). There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Success Orientations
(p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those spending 200 Turkish Liras and more per
month is the highest (X=3,41), the average of those who do not spend this amount of money is
the lowest (X=3,02).

3.2.3. The Frequency of Going to University Library

Examining the results of ANOVA test (*p<0,05), carried out to analyse Attitude towards
Learning, Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of the frequency of going to
university library, the following has been found out: Effort for Learning (F=27,079,p=,000%),
Care about Learning, (F=13,842,p=000*), Avoidance from Learning (F=3,408,p=,018*), SAtL
(F=16,652,p=000%*), Learning Orientation (F=7,247,p=,000*), Performance Approach
Orientation (F=3,485,p=017*), Performance Avoidance Orientation (F=1,953,p=,0,122), SOS
(F=4,482,p=,004%*).

Among the groups with different frequency of going to the university library: There are
statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of Efforts for Learning. Accordingly,
while the average of those going to university library “often” per month (X=4,29) is the highest,
the average of those going to the university library during assignment/midterm weeks is the
lowest (X=3,22). There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Care about
Learning (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those going to university library “often”
per month (X=4,79) is the highest, the average of those going to the university library during
assignment/midterm weeks is the lowest (X=4,01). There are statistically significant
discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of Avoidance from Learning. Accordingly, while the average
of those going to university library “never” in a month (X=4,21) is the highest, the average of
those going to the university library during assignment/midterm weeks is the lowest (X=3,79).
There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Attitude towards Learning (p<0,05).
Accordingly, while the average of those going to university library “often” per month (X=4,40)
is the highest, the average of those going to the university library during assignment/midterm
weeks is the lowest (X=3,67).

Among the groups with different frequency of going to the university library: There are
statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Learning Orientation (p<0,05). Accordingly,
while the average of those going to university library “often” per month (X=4,38) is the highest,
the average of those going to the university library during assignment/midterm weeks is the
lowest (X=3,62). There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Performance
Approach Orientation (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those going to university’s
library “often” per month (X=3,84) is the highest, the average of those going to the university’s
library during assignment/midterm weeks is the lowest (X=3,27). There are statistically
significant discrepancies in terms of Success Orientations (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the
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average of those going to university library “often” per month (X=3,46) is the highest, the
average of those going to the university library “never” in a month is the lowest (X=3,05).

3.2.4. Students’ Opinions on the Educational Opportunities/Learning Setting Offered by the
University

Examining the results of ANOVA test, carried out to analyse Attitude towards Learning,
Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of students’ opinions on the
educational opportunities/learning setting offered by the university, the following has been
found out: Effort for Learning (F=2,949,p=,021*), Care about Learning, F=1,152,p=0,333),
Avoidance from Learning (F=2,003,p=0,095) , SAtL (F=1,559,p=0,186), Learning
Orientation (F=4,054,p=,003*), Performance Approach Orientation (F=2,543,p=,041%),
Performance Avoidance Orientation (F=1,11,p=0,353), SOS (F=2,071,p=0,086).

Among the groups with different opinions on the educational opportunities/learning setting
offered by the university: There are statistically significant discrepancies (p<0,05) in terms of
Efforts for Learning. Accordingly, while the average of those finding them fully sufficient
(X=3,96) is the highest, the average of those finding them partially sufficient (X=3,45) is the
lowest. There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Learning Orientation
(p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those finding them fully sufficient (X=4,17) is the
highest, the average of those finding them partially sufficient (X=3,62) is the lowest.

Among the groups with different opinions on the educational opportunities/learning setting
offered by the university, there are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of
Performance Approach Orientation (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those finding
them fully sufficient (X=4,19) is the highest, the average of those finding them substantially
sufficient (X=3,36) is the lowest.

3.2.5. Students’ Opinions on the Educational Opportunities/Learning Setting Offered by the
City They Live in

Examining the results of ANOVA test, carried out to analyse Attitude towards Learning,
Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of students’ opinions on the
educational opportunities/learning setting offered by the city they live in, the following has
been found out: Effort for Learning (F=1,003,p=,0,407), Care about Learning,
F=2,878,p=024*), Avoidance from Learning (F=0,817,p=0,515) , SAtL (F=1,553,p=0,188),
Learning  Orientation  (F=1,672,p=,0,158), Performance  Approach  Orientation
(F=3,709,p=,006*), Performance Avoidance Orientation (F=0,519,p=0,722), SOS
(F=2,298,p=0,06).

Among the groups with different opinions on the educational opportunities/learning setting
offered by the city they live in: There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Care
about Learning (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those finding them substantially
sufficient (X=4,55) is the highest, the average of those finding them fully sufficient (X=4,14)
is the lowest.

Among the groups with different opinions on the educational opportunities/learning setting
offered by the city they live in: There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of
Performance Approach Orientation (p<0,05). Accordingly, while the average of those finding
them insufficient (X=3,81) is the highest, the average of those finding them fully insufficient
(X=3,22) is the lowest.

3.2.6. Students’ Opinions on the Educational Opportunities/Learning Setting Offered by
Their Parents
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Examining the results of ANOVA test, carried out to analyse Attitude towards Learning,
Success Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of students’ opinions on the
educational opportunities/learning setting offered by the university, the following has been
found out: Effort for Learning (F=0,657,p=,0,579), Care about Learning, F=0,094,p=0,963),
Avoidance from Learning (F=2,243,p=0,084) , SAtL (F=0,329,p=0,804), Learning
Orientation (F=0,191,p=,0,903), Performance Approach Orientation (F=0,382,p=,0,766%),
Performance Avoidance Orientation (F=1,182,p=0,317), SOS (F=0,095,p=0,962).

Among the groups with different opinions on the educational opportunities/learning setting
offered by their parents: There are not any statistically significant discrepancies in terms of
Attitude towards Learning and its sub-dimensions (p>0,05) as well as in terms of Success
Orientations and its sub-dimensions.

3.2.7. Participation in Any Course for Personal/VVocational Development

Examining the results of t test, carried out to analyse Attitude towards Learning, Success
Orientations and their sub-dimensions in terms of Participation in Any Course for
Personal/Vocational Development, the following has been found out: Effort for Learning
(F=1,689,p=0,093), Care about Learning, (F=2,057,p=,041*) , Avoidance from Learning (F=-
0,351,p=0,726), SAtL (F=1,404,p=0,162), Learning Orientation (F=1,695,p=0,092),
Performance Approach Orientation(F=2,182,p=,030*), Performance Avoidance Orientation
(F=1,34,p=0,181) SOS (F=2,679,p=,008*).

Among the groups whose status of participation in any course for personal/vocational
development are different: There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of Care
about Learning (p<0,05). Accordingly, the average of those having participated in any course
(X=4,48) is higher.

Among the groups whose status of participation in any course for personal/vocational
development are different: There are statistically significant discrepancies in terms of
Performance Approach Orientation (p<0,05). Accordingly, the average of those having
participated in any course (X=3,70) is higher. There are statistically significant discrepancies
in terms of Success Orientations (p<0,05). Accordingly, the average of those having
participated in any course (X=3,33) is higher.

3.3. The Correlation between Attitudes towards Learning and Success Orientations

The results of Pearson correlation test, carried out in order to analyse the correlation between
attitudes towards learning and success orientations, have been provided in Table 2 below.

Table 2. Analysis of The Correlation between Attitudes towards Learning and Success
Orientations

Learning Performance Perf(_)rmance
Orientation Ap_proac_h Av_0|dan_ce SOS
Orientation Orientation
Effort for learning r.738” 2207 -047 431
p ,000 ,001 ,489 ,000
Care about r 5377 239" -,288" 224
learning p ,000 ,000 ,000 ,001
Avoidance from ro,2417 -,021 -,561™ -,195™
Learning p ,000 (54 ,000 ,004
SAtL r 619 181" -,3517" 197"
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p ,000 ,007 ,000 ,003

*p<0,05; **p<0,01

The correlation coefficients were accepted and interpreted according to these ranges:
0<r<0,25 very weak, 0,26=<r<0,49 weak, 0,50<r<0,69 moderate, 0,70<r<0,89 strong,
0,90=<r<1 very strong (Akgil & Cevik. 2003: 358).

There is a strong positive correlation between Effort for Learning and Learning
Orientation; a very weak positive correlation between Effort for Learning and Performance
Approach Orientation; and a weak positive correlation between Effort for Learning and SOS.

There is a moderate positive correlation between Care about Learning and Learning
Orientation; a weak positive correlation between Care about Learning and Performance
Approach Orientation; a weak negative correlation between Care about Learning and
Performance Avoidance Orientation; and a very weak positive correlation between Care about
Learning and SOS.

There is a weak positive correlation between Avoidance from Learning and Learning
Orientation; a medium negative correlation between Avoidance from Learning and
Performance Avoidance Orientation; and a very weak negative correlation between Avoidance
from Learning and SOS.

There is a moderate positive correlation between Attitude towards Learning and Learning
Orientation; a very weak positive correlation between Attitude towards Learning and
Performance Approach Orientation; a weak negative correlation between Attitude towards
Learning and Performance Avoidance Orientation; and a very weak positive correlation
between Attitude towards Learning and SOS.

3.4. The situation as to whether university students' attitudes towards learning predict
their success orientation

The results of regression test, performed to analyse the impact of the Dimensions of the
Attitudes towards Learning on the Learning Orientation, have been provided in Table 3 below:

Table 3. Analysis of the Impact of the Dimensions of the Attitudes toward Learning on the
Learning Orientation

Dependent Independent

) : Beta t p R2 Tolerance VIF
variable variable
Effort for learning ,760 10,996 .000* 437 2,289
Learning care about _os4 667 506 S 3089
Orientation learning 4T
Av0|d_ance from 061 1065 288 ,645 1,551
Learning
Model: F=87,255 p=,000
*p<0,05

The regression model, established to analyse the impact, is significant (p<0,05). Examining
the coefficients, Effort for Learning impacts Learning Orientation positively (Beta=,760
p<0,05). 55% of the variation in the Learning Orientation is explained by the Effort for
Learning.

The results of regression test, performed to analyse the impact of the Dimensions of the
Attitudes toward Learning on Performance Approach Orientation, have been provided in
Table 4 below.
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Table 4. Analysis of the Impact of the Dimensions of the Attitudes toward Learning on
Performance Approach Orientation

Independent Beta t p R2 Tolerance VIF
variable

Effort for learning ,034 343 732 437 2,289

Dependent variable

Performance Approach S about 498 9977 .003* 324 3,089
) . learning ,093
Orientation Avoidance  from
. -,221 2,739 ,007* ,645 1,551
Learning

Model: F=7,406 p=,000  *p<0,05

The regression model, established to analyse the impact, is significant (p<0,05). Examining
the coefficients, while Care about Learning impacts Performance Approach Orientation
positively (Beta=,338 p<0,05), it impacts Avoidance from learning orientation negatively
(Beta=-,221 p<0,05). 9% of the variation in Performance Approach Orientation is explained
by Care about Learning and Avoidance from Learning.

The results of regression test, performed to analyse the impact of the Dimensions of the
Attitudes toward Learning on Performance Avoidance Orientation, have been provided in
Table 5 below.

Table 5. Analysis of the Impact of the Dimensions of the Attitudes toward Learning on
Performance Avoidance Orientation

Dependent Independent

variable variable Beta t p R2 Tolerance VIF
Effort for learning ,194 2,316 ,021* 437 2,289
Performance Care about
Avoidance learning -,124  -1,269 .206 332 324 3,089
Orientation Avoid ¢
VOICANCe TroM 545 7,887 .000* 645 1,551

Learning

Model: F=35,952 p=,000 *p<0,05

The regression model, established to analyse the impact, is significant (p<0,05). Examining
the coefficients, while Effort for Learning impacts Performance Avoidance Orientation
positively (Beta=,194 p<0,05), Avoidance from learning impacts it negatively (Beta=-,545
p<0,05). 33% of the variation in Performance Avoidance Orientation is explained by Effort
for Learning and Avoidance from Learning.

The results of regression test, performed to analyse the impact of the Dimensions of the
Attitudes toward Learning on Success Orientations, have been provided in Table 5 below.

Table 6. Analysis of the Impact of the Dimensions of the Attitudes toward Learning on
Success Orientations

Dependent variable Independent variable Beta t p R2 Tolerance VIF
Effort for learning 466 5,412 .000* 437 2,289
S0S /(At\?/roei ggr?éjet Iearnl??om ,094 942 347 206 324 3,089
. -,377 -5,316 .000* 645 1,551

Learning
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Model: F=30,399 p=,000 *p<0,05

The regression model, established to analyse the impact, is significant (p<0,05). Examining
the coefficients, while Effort for Learning impacts Success Orientations positively (Beta=,466
p<0,05), Avoidance from learning impacts it negatively (Beta=-,377 p<0,05). 30% of the
variation in Success Orientations is explained by Effort for Learning and Avoidance from
Learning.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

This study has aimed to analyse university students’ attitudes towards learning in the context
of success orientation and social learning setting. In line with this aim, university students’
attitudes towards learning and success orientations have been analysed as well as the variations
in their attitudes towards learning and success orientations according to their individual
characteristics and social settings. In addition, whether there has been a statistically significant
correlation between university students’ attitudes towards learning and their success
orientations as well as the extent to which their attitudes towards learning predict their success
orientation have been studied.

According to the findings of the research study, a strong positive correlation has been found
between university students’ attitudes towards learning and success orientations. As for the
sub-dimensions of these, generally medium or strong positive correlations have been identified.
Only between avoidance from learning and performance avoidance, a negative correlation has
been found. It has been seen that university students’ attitudes towards learning impact their
success orientations to a considerable extent. Effort for learning impacts learning orientation
positively. Care about learning impacts performance approach orientation positively while it
impacts avoidance from learning orientation negatively. Effort for learning impacts
performance avoidance orientation positively while avoidance from learning impacts it
negatively. Effort for learning impacts success orientations positively while avoidance from
learning impacts it negatively.

It has been seen that university students’ attitudes towards learning predict their success
orientations to a considerable extent. 55% of the variation in the Learning Orientation is
explained by the Effort for Learning. 33% of the variation in Performance Avoidance
Orientation is explained by Effort for Learning and Avoidance from Learning. 30% of the
variation in Success Orientations is explained by Effort for Learning and Avoidance from
Learning. On the other hand, only 9% of the variation in Performance Approach Orientation is
explained by Care about Learning and Avoidance from Learning.

University students’ opinions on the most influential people on their learning processes have
been identified to be respectively their teachers, mothers, friends, and fathers. In this regard,
the fact that their friends precede their fathers in the influencing order is noteworthy. This
finding is similar to the studies setting forth the impact (Baker, 2003; Nelson & DeBacker,
2008; Ulper, 2011; Wigfield & Wagner, 2005) of friends and peers on the learning processes
of individuals. Teachers, the most important element in the system, are of great significance in
students’ developing positive attitudes towards learning because teachers influence students
and learning setting not only with their cognitive equipment but also with their personalities.
Attitudes, behaviours, interests and needs, values constitute the teacher’s personality. The most
important variable impacting success in learning - teaching setting is the teacher (Sisman,
2014). This critical role of the teachers in individuals’ learning processes overlap with many
other studies (Bagc1 & Temizkan, 2006; Edmunds & Bauserman, 2006; Gomleksiz, 2004; Law,
2008; Ozbay, 2010). Additionally, studies about parents’ importance in their children’s
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learning processes (Baker, 2003; Carlson, 1999; Pomerantz, Grolnick & Price; 2005) support
this study’s findings related to the parents’ importance in students’ learning processes.

This study has set forth that university students care about learning and have positive
attitudes towards learning. This study has revealed that university students have a strong
learning orientation and show performance in this respect. Positive attitudes towards learning
stimulate stronger desire to participate in the learning process (Marton & Saljo, 1997). In the
learning process, while positive attitudes increase success, negative attitudes may result in
failure (Kazazoglu, 2013). Studies (cited by Dikmen, Tuncer & Simsek, 2018) emphasise that
individuals’ attitudes towards lessons and learning are of importance in terms of academic
achievement. It has been observed that studies related to academic achievement and attitudes
towards learning setting (Karagiannopoulou & Christtodoulides; 2005), to the impact of
positive attitude on the learning process (Rula, 2006; Bahn, 2007; Pierce, Stacey & Barkatsas,
2007), to the association between attitudes towards learning and level of knowledge (Prokop,
Leskova, Kubiatko & Diran, 2007) support the findings obtained from this study.

It has been determined that university students’ attitudes towards learning and success
orientations do not differ by gender, which is similar to the studies (Kurbanoglu & Takunyaci,
2012; Yenilmez & Ozabaci, 2003; Kara & Uysal, 2015; Dikmen, Tuncer & Simsek, 2018)
which have revealed that there are not any significant discrepancies according to gender in
terms of attitudes towards learning. On the other hand, Aydin (2016) and Akgiin, Gonen &
Aydin (2007) are in contradiction with this finding, with their studies setting forth that there
are significant discrepancies in favour of male participants. It overlaps with the studies putting
forth that students’ success orientations do not differ by gender (Erman, Sahan & Can, 2004;
Izci & Kog, 2012; Kaya, 2016; Odac1, Berber Celik, & Cikrikci, 2013; Togluk, 2009; Cengiz
& Kabaket, 2014; Vahapoglu,2013).

In terms of students' age, it has been observed that older students have more positive
attitudes towards learning and success orientation than younger students. It may stem from the
differences of older students or those in higher grades such as academic experience,
expectations, learning settings. The study of Dikmen, Tuncer & Simsek (2018), where they
discuss attitudes towards learning, and the study of Kili¢ (2014), where he examines
prospective teachers’ perception on lifelong learning, support this finding. Ozden (2002) states
that maturity is a prerequisite for the realisation of learning and this situation is directly related
to age and intelligence. It can be stated that this situation affects the attitude towards learning
positively.

It has been understood that students allocating more budget for educational activities have
more positive attitudes towards learning and success orientations. It has been observed that
students with higher general point average and evaluating themselves as successful have more
positive attitudes towards learning and success orientations. It is remarkable that students in
preschool teaching have higher averages in terms of attitudes towards learning and success
orientations while students in social sciences teaching have lower averages in this regard. There
are no studies related to this finding in the literature. On the other hand, the reason may be
differences in terms of department of preschool teaching, students, curriculum and learning
setting. It has been determined that university students’ attitudes towards learning and success
orientations do not differ by department of education, which contradicts the study of
Kantaroglu & Akbiyik’ (2017), whose findings have revealed that the attitudes in question are
in favour of the students in education faculty.

It has been seen that while the attitudes towards learning and success orientations of the
students who feel strong desire to learn at all times are more positive, those of the students who
feel the strongest desire to learn in primary and secondary education period are, in general,
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negative. It is known that the individuals who have positive attitudes towards learning perform
better in terms of learning and that individuals’ attitudes towards learning affect learning
outcomes, as well (Aktiirk, 2012; Duarte, 2007; Kara, Izci & Ulutas, 2011). Positive attitudes
towards school and learning increase students’ knowledge, skill development and motivation
(Adigiizel, 2014).

It has been observed that the more frequently the students go to the university library, the
more positive their attitudes towards learning and success orientations are generally. Although
there are no studies in the literature regarding the relevance of going to the library, the subject
can be discussed based on the positive correlation between the habit of reading books and the
frequency of using the library. Within this context, it overlaps partially with the studies setting
forth that the correlation between the habit of reading books and success orientation (Ames &
Archer, 1988; Applegate & Applegate, 2004; Ko¢ & Arslan, 2015; Sucuoglu, & Gokdag
Baltaoglu, 2020) as well as attitudes towards learning (Bokhorst-Heng & Pereira, 2008).

It has been concluded that those finding the educational opportunities offered by their
university and city they live in fully or substantially sufficient have more positive attitudes
towards learning and success orientations. In this regard, there are no similar studies or findings
in the literature. It has been observed that students having participated in any course for
personal or vocational development have more positive attitudes towards learning and success
orientations, which shows similarity with the study of Tenekeci (2009), whose findings have
revealed that teachers attending courses have higher attitudes related to lifelong learning
approach.

In conclusion, a strong positive correlation has been found between university students’
attitudes towards learning and success orientations. It has been seen that university students’
attitudes towards learning predict their success orientations to a considerable extent. This study
has set forth that university students care about learning and have positive attitudes towards
learning. This study has revealed that university students have a strong learning orientation and
show performance in this respect. Students think that their teachers have the most influence on
their learning process. Within this context, it is noteworthy that they see their friends as more
influential than their fathers. The attitudes towards learning and success orientations of the
students allocating more budget for educational activities, feeling a strong desire to learn at all
times, finding educational opportunities offered by their university and setting sufficient, going
to library more often and relatively older students are, in general, more positive.

Similar studies can be carried out in relation to university students’ attitudes towards
learning and success orientations based on different samples, educational background, and
variables. It is recommended to conduct causal studies on the findings of this research study.
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